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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 31-32, 51-52, 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

As to claim 31 , 51 , the claims recite the limitation of "adding local content 
information to the broadcast data", since the specification fails to describe the above 
limitation, it is not clear what "information" is referred to as "local content information", or 
what is included or excluded by the claim language, the claims are an omnibus type 
claim. 

As to claim 32, 52, 58, the claims recite the limitation of "adding application 
information to the broadcast data", since the specification fails to describe the above 
limitation, it is not clear what "information" is referred to as "application information", or 
what is included or excluded by the claim language, the claims are an omnibus type 
claim. 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 



Application/Control Number: 10/714,092 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2685 

4. Claims 31-32, 51-52, 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. 

The claims recite the limitation of "adding local or application information to the 
broadcast data", this "adding" limitation is never described in the specification in such a 
way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC 3 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 30-32 50-52, 56, 58-59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable by Gaskill (US 5,440,559). 

Regarding claim 30, Gaskill discloses a method of re-broadcasting data 
transmitted over a paging network, comprising: 

receiving at a localcast transmitter said transmitted data (see Fig. 12 and 



col. 7, lines 10-17); 
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locally formatting said transmitted data for local-area wireless 
transmission (see col. 7, line 52 - col. 8, line 62), wherein it is clear that 
in order to communicate using IR transceiver in the local mode, the data 
should be, or inherently, be formatted to IR format from the paging 
network FM format. 

retransmitting said locally formatting data to a local-area (see Fig. 12 and 
col. 7, lines 10-17) 

Here, since Gaskill discloses a paging network (see col. 3, lines 42-45 and col. 
7, lines 12-17), and since it is well known that the paging network utilizes FM subcarrier 
for transmission, one of skilled in the art would recognize that Gaskill would obviously, 
if not implicitly, discloses a FM subcarrier as claimed. Therefore, the claimed limitation 
regarding FM subcarriers is made obvious by Gaskill. 

Regarding claim 50, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 30 above. 

Regarding claim 56, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 30 above, wherein the paging network would inherently comprise a broadcast 
transmitter (see Gaskill, Fig. 12, ref. 284). 

Regarding claim 59, the claim is interpreted and rejected for the same reason as 
set forth in claim 30 above. 

Regarding claims 31-32, 51-52, 58, the claims are rejected for the same reason 
as set forth in claim 30 above. In addition, it is noted that when re-transmitting data 
received from the paging network in the IR communication link to mobile devices as 
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disclosed by Gaskill, the IR transceiver of the computer would need to decode the 
received broadcast data and then modulate the broadcast data in accordance with the 
IR communication link. By doing so, the header of the re-transmitted data would 
comprise information such as the identification (ID) of the intended mobile, IR 
communication protocol. This would read on adding the "local content" or "application" 
information to the broadcast data as claimed with the broadest reasonable 
interpretation. 

7. Claims 33, 53-55, 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
by Gaskill (US 5,440,559) in view of Logsdon et al (US 5,890,054). 

Regarding claim 33, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 30 above. In addition, Gaskill discloses a direct mode transmission between 
mobile devices (see Fig. 7). However, Gaskill fails to disclose a re-broadcast mode for 
mobile devices. However, Logsdon discloses a re-broadcast mode for mobile devices 
(see Abstract, Figs. 1, 5). Since mobile devices in Gaskill can communicate to each 
other directly, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to recognize the benefit of the re-broadcast mode for mobile 
devices in Logsdon as well, to further incorporate Logsdon's teaching to Gaskill for 
providing re-broadcast mode for mobile devices as well, so that a distress mobile device 
would still being able to communicate with the computer (localcast device) even though 
when it roams out of the local area coverage range (see Logsdon, col. 1 , line 60 - col. 
2, line 12). 
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Regarding claims 53, 57, the claims rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 33 above. 

Regarding claims 54-55, the claims rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 33 above, wherein it is clear that two mobile devices would communicate to each 
other when they both are in a localcast mode (i.e. IR communication link) 

8. Claims 44-45, 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Gaskill (US 5,440,559) in view of Lorang (US 5,548,814). 

Regarding claim 44, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 30 above. However, Gaskill fails to disclose a locally-unused FM frequency is 
used for retransmitting data in the local area. However, Lorang suggests a locally- 
unused FM frequency is used for retransmitting data in the local area as a candidate 
solutions for low power two-way link (see Fig. 1 1 and col. 10, lines 61-64). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
further incorporate Lorang's teaching to Gaskill for utilizing the standard FM architecture 
as a candidate solutions for low power two-way link as well, so that a common RF front 
end can be utilized for both local mode and broadcast mode, for cost saving. 

Regarding claim 45, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 44 above. In addition, it is clear that when using FM architecture for both local 
mode and broadcast mode, a controller would obviously be utilized as disclosed by 
Lorang, for setting a desired transmission frequency (see col. 6, lines 15-20), setting a 
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desired transmission mode (i.e. localcast mode or broadcast mode), and signal power 
(see col. 9, lines 40-43 regarding low power and high power). 

Regarding claim 49, Gaskill in view of Lorang would disclose generating an FM 
frequency output from the transmitted when using standard FM architecture for two link 
(see Lorang, col. 10, lines 61-64). 

9. Claims 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Gaskill (US 5,440,559) in view of Chadwick (US 5,168,271). 

Regarding claims 46-48, the claims are rejected for the same reason as set forth 
in claim 30 above. In addition, since such features as recited in the claims (i.e. adding 
correlation, interleaving and format baseband samples) are known features of an 
encoder/modulator as disclosed by Chadwick (see Fig. 2 and col. 4, line 36 - col. 6, 
line 22), it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide the encoder/modulator in Chadwick's teaching to the IR 
transceiver in Gaskill as well, for improving data reception errors. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Miyake (US 5,903,618), Multimode radio communication system. 
Hoff (US 5,168,271), Paging and time keeping system with transmission of time 
slot identification used for synchronization. 

Jokinen (US 5,570,369), Reduction of power consumption in a mobile station. 
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Charlier et al (US 6,192,253), Wrist-carries radiotelephone. 



1 1 . Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



Washington, D.C. 20231 



or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry) 



Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Due M. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-7893, 
Monday-Thursday (9:00 AM - 5:00 PM). 

Or to Doris To (Supervisor) whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7629. 



(571 )-273-7893 (for informal or draft communications). 




